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While Dulles Travels: As rumors of appeasement of Soviet Russia continue to circulate, we learn 
from a high source that the top policy-making body of the Government last week asked former Ambas- 
sador George Kennan to write a policy recommendation about Russia. 


The policy-making body is the National Security Council which decides on overall diplomatic and 
miliiary strategy. Kennan, former Ambassador to Russia, is known as the author of the “containment” 
policy which shaped the Truman-Acheson moves abroad since 1946. It was this policy which Secretary 
Dulles made motions to abolish when he took office last January and urged an active anti-Soviet policy 
rather than the passive “containment” course of Kennan. The release of the 7th Fleet at Formosa was 
considered a positive indication of the new Dulles “aggressive” policy at the time. The clash between 
the views of Dulles and Kennan made news at that time, and it has been assumed ever since that the two 
were very much at odds. 


Kennan has been retired from the State Department for some time, writing and lecturing. Last 
week, he made an address at Notre Dame, deprecating the danger of Communism and fifth-columnists in 
the U.S. and generally opposing what is called McCarthyism. In his private activities an has been 
reportedly lighting fires here and there in the land under the Dulles position. pea 


That the author of “containment” should be called back and given such an portagg Assignment will 


be interpreted along diplomatic row as a sign of appeasement of Russia by the Ei ethortg Administration. 








eg 


We have been unable to ascertain who prompted the National Security Council tegive this assignment 
to Kennan, but there are rumors which attribute the move to Undersecretary Walter Bedell Smith, now 
acting as Secretary of State in the absence of Dulles abroad. Smith is regarded as hand-in-glove with 
the old Acheson clique which still rules the State Department. 
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Arms and the Meat Ax: Senator Taft shows signs of breaking with the White House on the size 
of foreign aid funds, and on the utility of the UN in Korea. But there is another issue on which the 
Senator is importuned by many to deviate from the Administration line: the Defense budget with its severe 
cuts on Air Force appropriations. 


Certainly, Taft was the one outstanding political leader, apart from Hoover, who made popular the 
thesis of Air Supremacy as the cornerstone of national defense, plugging away at it for many months, 
culminating in his famous Lansing, Mich., speech of a year ago. How is he going to make a contrary 
decision popular among his many adherents in the country? 


For the proposed cut of Air Force funds is so drastic that it rules out the air strategy of which Taft 
was the principal prophet, and at the same time makes Taft a supporter of the mass ground army of which 
he was long an opponent. 


There is an even more distasteful vista ahead for the Majority Leader. Universal Military Training 
will undoubtedly be urged again to provide the masses of men needed for a large ground combat army. 
Taft’s opposition in the past to UMT has been well known, and his following on this issue has been large, 
particularly in the Middle West and farming areas. 
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The Ohio Senator must also be disturbed about another development. The Wilson budget, with its 
reduction in planes, has presented to the Democratic opposition a chance to lead the national fight for air 
supremacy. Many Democrats have already rallied to this side, for obviously partisan reasons. Other 
Democrats simply want spending, in accordance with their socialistic policy; and any cut, no matter which 
service it affects, is repugnant to them. 


But, Senator Stuart Symington, Democrat from Missouri, is a horse of a different color. He is a 
highly intelligent and respected political leader, and as a former Secretary of Air can convincingly put 
the case for air supremacy to the people, without any partisan considerations. 


Nor is he alone. Already one GOP Senator, the popular Margaret Chase Smith of Maine, has at- 
tacked the Wilson budget with many penetrating questions. Also, it is rumored that at least one great 
national magazine publisher, a Republican, is preparing to take up the cudgels for the Air Force, in a 
protracted campaign. His strategy will be to attack and seek to oust Defense Secretary Wilson, much 


as opponents forced the resignation of Defense Secretary Louis Johnson in 1950, on the ground of laxity 
in providing sufficient defense funds. 


These are the prospects looming before a Majority Leader who — many of his old friends find — 
has compromised altogether too many of his former courageous stands. 


Education Front: Senator Jenner has come out with a description of a “cooperative plan” for keep- 
ing Communists out of the schools and holds it up as a possible model for other states and regions. 


“In California”, said Jenner, “the more than 20 colleges — both public and private — have joined 
to eliminate any present Communist teachers from their faculties and to prevent the infiltration of any new 
ones.” The Senator went on to tell how these colleges, working closely with the state of California legis- 
lative committee on Un-American affairs, removed at least 100 Communist teachers since June 24, 1952, 
when the program went into effect. At least as many, said Jenner, have been kept off faculties. 


The Senator underscored the difficulty which colleges encounter if they seek to do this job by them- 
selves. He quoted Dr. William Jansen, Superintendent of the New York schools, who expressed his doubts 
that faculties and local school authorities could take the initiative in combating Communist infiltration. 
A faculty, he suggested, might find itself too divided to do the job effectively. 


The Indiana Senator, Chairman of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, drew attention to one 
aspect of the work not usually mentioned. “I was gratified to note”, he said, “that the California commit- 
tee and our committees have had one other experience in common — one of which we are very proud. Our 
inquiries have cleared some persons who had been branded with a pro-Communist label because of the 
uninformed thinking of some over-zealous individuals. This is the brighter side of the picture which the 
public does not see.” 


The “Witch-Hunt” Front: The biggest laugh of the week was provoked by the garbled syntax of the 
keynote of Senator Herbert Lehman’s “keynoting” speech at the annual pow-wow of that noisome outfit of 
socialistic mugwumps and New Deal Communist-coddlers, Americans for Democratic Action. The news- 
papers unwittingly highlighted the boner by leading off with it thus: 


“Washington, May 23 — “The time has come when the Eisenhower Administration must make its 
choice between appeasing the irresponsibles at home and breaking up the unity of free men abroad’, 
Sen. Lehman told the convention of the Americans for Democratic Action today.” 


Either Lehman’s subconscious betrayed him, according to one amateur psychoanalyst, or else his speech- 
writer did him dirt, knowing that Lehman’s knowledge of the English language is strictly of the Progres- 
sive Education, or illiterate, variety. “Maybe Herbert H. Lehman’s middle name is Hobson”, commented 
another. “He gives Ike the choice of stringing along with McCarthy or offending Attlee and says Ike 
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can’t offend Attlee and appease. McCarthy at the same time. Lehman probably uses the double negative 
under the impression it is stronger.” 


Lehman’s Vigilantes: The New Deal relicts of O.W.I. (Office of War Information), who have long 
been feather-bedded in radio as “commentators” (TV, incidentally, is much freer of the pests, though 
not wholly free), seized upon Lehman’s call for “a thousand Paul Reveres” to “arouse the country” against 
the “danger of McCarthyism”, as a call for Vigilantes to organize in hooded secrecy, if necessary, to ter- 
rorize and terrify the “reactionaries”. 


By the only definition derivable from the rest of Lehman’s speech, a “reactionary” is anyone who 
is in favor of Congressional investigations designed to root Communists out of government and expose the 
Communist conspirators who have dangerously affected public policy, public opinion and public educa- 
tion. In the Lehman lexicon, a “reactionary” is also one who looks with anger and disgust upon alleged 
“allies” who take millions in blood-money from the Soviet Union and Communist China in return for 
supplies vital to the Communist slaughter of American men and youth in Korea. 


The little quislings of Communism in radio really whooped it up for Lehman’s call for vigilantes. 
We look for a revival of the hooded nightshirt business, bearing the “anti-McCarthyism” label. It’s the 
old story: scratch a guy who is always pounding his chest and calling himself a “liberal” and you find 
a Kleagle in the larval state. 


Federal Aid to Education: A battle royal has just been staged in Indiana on the issue of federal 
aid to education. Two groups within the Indiana Parent-Teachers Association have come to grips on this 
vital issue. The outcome, however, has been somewhat blurred by complexities and the story needs telling 
from the beginning. 


It started several years ago, when a tiny, official group at the top of the Indiana PTA put the state 
organization on record in favor of federal aid to education, although no vote of the membership had 
ever been made. This action aroused elements in the membership and an opposition group took shape 
which forced the “official group” to submit the issue to a referendum. 


Hence, during the past spring, the official leadership sent out a “ballot” to the 1123 local PTA units 
in the state. The Indianapolis Times reports that the ballots contained 48 different questions which were 
“vague, confused and virtually incomprehensible. It required long study, and careful reference to state- 
ments of ‘national policy’ issued months before even to learn whether a ‘yes’ vote favored or opposed fed- 
eral aid. At no place on the ‘ballot’ was there a direct question like ‘Are you in favor of federal aid to 
education?’, or:any opportunity to vote on the issue as such. Some units discussed this ‘ballot’ at 
meetings and did vote on it. Two-thirds of them apparently gave up even trying to understand it and 
cast no vote at all.” 


The upshot last week was this: the “tiny, official” group at top announced that only 345 of the 
1123 Indiana PTA units had cast “valid” votes but that federal aid had won by a small margin. 


The group opposed to federal aid to education has called “foul”, and contends that a survey they 
conducted showed that actually PTA units in Indiana were against it by a ratio of 5 to 1. Also, since 
some 95 unit votes were thrown out by the official group, opponents say that if these ballots had been 
counted the vote would have gone against federal aid. One of the leaders of the opposition said (In- 
dianapolis Star, May 7), “the dishonest tactics used to deceive the delegates have proven the need for a 
complete overhauling of PTA procedure to give the members control of the organization that speaks for 


them’’. 


The Indianapolis Times sums it up: “Whatever weight the endorsement of federal aid to local schools 
by Indiana’s Parent-Teacher Association ever may have carried has been pretty thoroughly exploded by 
the state convention. . . . So far as Indiana is concerned, this pressure group has simply lost its pressure.” 





That Fifth Amendment: A member of a military court-martial reports the following: A soldier was 


brought up on the charge of adultery. The chief witness in the case was his collaborator. When she waz ' 


questioned she refused to answer on the ground that her answer might tend to incriminate her. 


Sidelight on the British: We have received, from a British subscriber, a batch of clippings from the 
British press, dealing with Senator McCarthy. All are severely critical. Most are quite inaccurate and 
badly misinformed about the Senator’s career, habits, friends and utterances. For that we can not entirely 
blame the British press in view of the colossal smear campaign directed against the Senator by a large 
part of the U.S. press. Nevertheless, the British, usually given to understatement, seemed to have been 
rather desirous of “buying” the current anti-McCarthy “line” and of describing as “witch-burning” any 
attempts in the U.S. to oust and expose crypto-Communists in the Government. 

HUMAN EVENTS is not the only one in the U.S. to take note of this British prejudice. Willis 
Ballinger, Washington radio commentator, in a broadcast on April 29, noted the rough treatment ac. 
corded McCarthy’s investigators, Cohn and Schine, when the latter visited England recently, particularly 
by the usually staid Manchester Guardian. Ballinger says: “The Guardian is, of course, an important 
paper in England. And the piece we have referred to only serves to convince us that England for many 
moons now has been acting very strangely about Communists. The nephew of Anthony Eden, British 
Foreign Affairs Minister, says publicly that it is estimated that there are some ten thousand members of 
the Communist party, Kremlin stooges, in the Civil Service of England. That was months ago. But we 
haven’t heard of anything being done about this charge, not even a follow-up investigation. 

“We know from Lord Vansittart that the Communists heavily infiltrated the British Labor Party 
when it was in office, that Russia’s friends and agents were placed in key governmental spots. We know 
that when Klaus Fuchs was finally caught up with as one who had handed over to Russia our atom bomb 
secrets, that the British gave him a few years in jail and that he is now loose. There seems to be a 
frightening lethargy in England about Communist infiltraters, all of which confirms a suspicion that we 
have long had, namely that the Kremlin has had England eating out of its hand for a long time.” 


Note on Pearl Harbor: A retired Dutch admiral has just offered highly interesting evidence about 
the Pearl Harbor mystery, suggesting that the U.S. Government at that time had more than a suspicion that 
the Japanese would attack us. Admiral C.E.L. Helfrich, former commander of the Netherlands naval 
forces in the South Pacific, told his story to the Washington Evening Star on May 13. Helfrich expressed 
pride that he had got his warships on battle stations a week before the “surprise” attack on Pearl Harbor. 
“Curiously.enough”, reports the Star, “he got his tip from the U.S. Navy.” 

The Dutch officer tells an interesting tale. During 1941, he had gradually come to the conclusion 
that .he Japanese might stage a surprise attack, for various reasons. For one thing, he remembered history 
— how the Japanese had launched a surprise attack on the Imperial Russian Fleet at Port Arthur in 1905. 
Also, his own intelligence service had reported a gradual Japanese naval buildup off the east coast of 
Indo-China and in the Bay of Siam during 1941. But, finally, he received a communication from Admiral 
Thomas C. Hart who at that time commanded the American naval units in the Philippines, asking per- 
mission to refuel at Dutch bases on the east coast of Borneo. This word from Hart came to Helfrich 
just eight days before Pearl Harbor. 

“He guessed from this”, the Star relates, “that the United States had information that a Japanese 
attack was imminent and that Admiral Hart was taking his surface vessels out of the Philippines in prep- 
aration for it.”” Hence, he sent his own ships to battle stations. 

The Helfrich account thus offers important new testimony that the “surprise” Japanese attack was 
not such a great surprise at all to the U.S. Government. 
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CONVERSATION ON THE PRESS 


om the By JOHN CHAMBERLAIN 


te and ’ ° > e e e e 
atirely T VE BEEN READING in the papers”, said the missus to me at breakfast, “that this habit 


large of smearing government servants is keeping bright young men from taking jobs in 
> been § Washington.” 


29 


i. “It’s the bunk”, I answered in my lordly male way. 

Willis “It’s not the bunk’’, said the missus. “Let me quote you something from a news- 
ie "| paper column. It’s about a Washington bigshot: ‘His speech is symptomatic. .. . It is 
saul narrow and ungenerous. ... Such men could no more be magnanimous than they could 
many § read Shakespeare... .’”’ 

British “That does sound rather nasty”, I said. -“But you haven’t told me who is saying what 
2 r about whom.” \ 


“You don’t know this columnist”, said the missus. ‘‘Just listen to some more. He 
Party [| calls a member of the Tariff Commission a ‘dBtbrious’ — well, I won’t say what. And he 
— lights out after an ex-Senator from a Westernistaté as an ‘irresponsible blatherskite’. He 


bomb 
be a {| Winds up his column by referring to an entire party as a ‘collection of profiteers and 





> 99 


at we pirates’. 
“You’re hiding something from me”, Isaid. ‘Are you quoting someone on the Tru- 

sail man gang?” 
n that “I’m not telling you yet”, said the missus. “I just want to prove to you first that it’s 
naval f no canard, this charge that smearing is apt to keep good men out of government. Let me 
sa read you this item from a weekly magazine. I’ll substitute X, Y and Z for the names in- 
volved. The magazine writer says: ‘Mr. X’s only visible qualifications for this vital job 
lusion seem to be a slavish acceptance of the Y journalistic line.’ He goes on to say that the X ap- 
istory pointment ‘synchronizes well with other appointments. . . . a Crown-Zellerbach paper ex- 
ae ecutive from Seattle, Mr. Z, has succeeded the scholarly A as Director of the Fish and 


mised Wildlife Service’.”’ 


Be “Aha”, I said. “You've tipped your mitt by mentioning Crown-Zellerbach. That’s 
TIC. 





Big Business. You are quoting from a Leftist column in the first instance, and from a 

all Leftist weekly in the second.” 

prep- “It doesn’t matter what or whom I quote’’, said the missus. “I’ve been proving to 
you that McCarthyism is a reality in this country. What I’ve been giving you are some 

real examples of name-calling and smearing, of invidious and contemptuous remarks about 

public officials. It’s enough to keep anyone out of government service if he’s to be called 
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an ‘irresponsible blatherskite’ or a ‘pirate’ or a guy who ‘slavishly accepts’ someone’s ‘jour. 
nalistic line’.” 

“Come clean’’, I said, “‘who is your McCarthyite columnist?” 

‘““He’s a man named Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.”, said the missus, “‘and his column is 
from Jimmy Wechsler’s New York Post. (You know Wechsler; he’s the fellow who 
claims. McCarthy has been smearing him.) ‘The big shot politician to whom Schlesinger 
refers as a ‘narrow and ungenerous man’ who couldn’t read Shakespeare is none other than 
George Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury. The ‘irresponsible blatherskite’ is ex-Sen- 
ator apie Cain. The ‘collection of profiteers and pirates’ is the Eisenhower Adminis. 
tration.’ 

“H’m”, I said. “I wonder what Schlesinger would say if Joe McCarthy were to 
argue that Dean Acheson had been ‘narrow and ungenerous’ to Chiang Kai-shek, or if Sen- 
ater Jenner were to speak of Professor Fairbank of Harvard as an ‘irresponsible blathers- 
kite’ on the subject of John Carter Vincent’s and Owen Lattimore’s China Policy?” 

““That’s easy”, said the missus. ‘‘He’d accuse McCarthy and Jenner of smearing gov- 
ernment officials and scaring young men out of politics.” 

“And what about that weekly you were quoting from?” I asked. 

“J was quoting from the good old New Republic’, said the missus. “Mr. X is Wil- 
liam C. Strand, the man who heads the Office of Territories in the Department of Interior. 
And the ‘line’ that he follows so slavishly isn’t the Daily Worker’s, it’s Colonel McCor- 
mick’s. It seems that Strand’s great special sin is that he was once an executive city editor 
of the Washington Times-Herald, a Right-wing newspaper. As for the Crown-Zellerbach 


man mentioned in the New Republic, he’s John L. Farley. His crime is that he’s been a 
businessman.” 


“What you’ve proved to me”, I said to the missus, “is that everybody in govern- 
ment gets criticized by someone. The Left slaps the Right and the Right slaps the Left, 
usually with no holds barred.” 

“Exactly”, said the missus. ‘And why not? Are we breeding a race of panty- 
waists that can’t take it when they’re criticized? What I say is, let young men cultivate 
tougher hides. The motto for a politician — or a newspaper editor — should be: ‘Even as 
I dish it out I can take it.’ That might be a good Golden Rule to recommend to Jimmy 
Wechsler the next time he feels like crying because Joe McCarthy is after him. Jimmy is 
no creampuff artist when it comes to throwing the language around. Besides, he has white 
space at his disposal every day — and Joe McCarthy hasn’t.” 

“You’ve touched a raw nerve’, said I to the missus. ‘‘Politicians resent editors be- 
cause they are at a disadvantage in fighting them. Every editor has a monopoly hold on 
his own white space.” 

“This question of monopoly”, said the missus, ‘is something editors and publishers 
should approach with due humility. After all, what Senator can afford to finance a 
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Right-wing competitor to the New York Post or the Times?” 
“Do you imply”, I asked, ‘‘that the Times is Left-wing?” 
“Let the punishment fit the crime”, said the missus. “I’ve just been reading Arthur 

n is Hays Sulzberger’s speech on freedom in the April issue of the Nieman Reports. I don’t 

who say that Mr. Sulzberger is consciously Left-wing. But he’s certainly naive — and that’s 

iger something that no publisher of a paper like the Times can afford to be.” 

han “Wherein do you specify the naiveté?” I asked. _ 

Sen- “Well”, said the missus, “Mr. Sulzberger weeps large tears over the plight of his 

iniss — book reviewers. ‘Our book reviewers’, he says, ‘have had a particularly difficult time, be- 

cause of the too general assumption that any anti-Communist book is automatically a good 
> to book’.”’ 

Sen- ““That’s a good one’’, Isaid. ‘The Times reviewers who have reviewed John T. Flynn 

ers- and Freda Utley in recent years seem to have had little enough trouble assuming that anti- 

Communists in general are an ornery lot.” | 

ZOV- “Exactly”, said the missus. ‘When Flyon was damning the wicked investment trusts 

in a column called ‘Other People’s Money’, for the New Republic, he was considered a re- 

spectable journalist. The Scripps-Howard papers ran a syndicated column by Flynn in 

Vil- those days. Collier’s used his stuff regularly. Doubleday-Doran and Simon and Schuster 

‘ior, used to compete for the privilege of publishing his books. But when Flynn dared to take 


Cor: the unpopular side in an argument, he became a scaly fellow with horns.” 
itor “I notice that the Times reviewer of ‘The Lattimore Story’ last Sunday accused Mr. 
yach Flynn of entertaining a ‘conspiratorial theory of history’, I said. ‘Does that mean that 
na Mr. Flynn has changed his style of thinking since he ceased to be a good New Republic 
writer?” 
ern- “Mr. Flynn”, said the missus, “‘has always been Mr. Flynn. He’s a crusader who 
eft, thinks the way to fight sin in the abstract is to expose sinners in the concrete. In the old 
days, when he was crusading for the enforcement of the Sherman.Anti-trust Act, he didn’t 
nty- write articles condemning monopoly in general; he wrote articles condemning monopolists 
vate in particular. But he was always fair-minded. He wrote a whole book on John D. Rocke- 
a feller — I remember it, because you yourself reviewed it for the Times Sunday Book Re- 
amy view if I’m not mistaken. What he said about John D. Rockefeller’s early tactics was cer- 


y is tainly critical enough, but he had the fair-mindedness to admit that Standard Oil ceased 
hite long ago to be a monopoly.” 
“But”, I said, “Owen Lattimore might be an innocent man.” 
be- “Mr. Flynn’, said the missus, “‘doesn’t argue whether he’s innocent or guilty; he pre- 
sents the evidence. You're just being provoking.” 

“T'll admit to that’, I said. ‘Long before I ever heard of Joe McCarthy, I thought 
Owen Lattimore a conscious follower of the Communist line. He switched on Chiang 
Kai-shek when the Party switched on him. He called Syngman Rhee a ‘little Chiang Kai- 





hers 






shek’ when Rhee’s only crime was that of being a Korean patriot. No, you can’t sell Latti- 
more to me, and I doubt even that Mr. Sulzberger would buy him — or support a defense 
of him in his Sunday Book Review — if he’d ever take the trouble to read his books.” 


“What Mr. Sulzberger doesn’t know”, said the missus, “is that his Book Review 


practically made Mao Tse-tung the Chinese Jefferson. By praising Teddy White and Anna- 
lee Jacoby, Lawrence Rosinger, Mark Gayn, Anna Louise Strong, John Fairbank, Owen 


Lattimore and Edgar Snow whenever they wrote on China, the Times made Mao Tse-tung 
as respectable in American country club circles as Adolph Ochs himself.” 

“Well”, said I, “I must confess the Times is a confusing proposition these days. | 
could forgive it for being wrong on the China issue if it would only have the grace to 
admit it was wrong. We can all make mistakes. But the real trouble with the Times is 
that it has become a newspaper for Park Avenue ‘liberal’ — or should I say McLiberal — 
consumption, not a newspaper for the broad American hinterlands.” 

“Wherein do you specify?” asked the missus. 


“Take its stand on the tidelands oil issue’, I said. ‘The Times used to be a Jeffer- 
sonian Democratic organ — meaning that it supported the philosophy of States’ Rights. 
But it’s become New York Hamiltonian in recent years. It’s against giving the states title 
to oil land within the three or the ten mile limit.” 



























































“But that’s the open sea”, said the missus. ‘The Times is merely arguing that what 
is beyond low tide belongs to the people as a whole.” 


“Do you argue that way”, I asked, “when you order lobster from that fish man who 
goes up to Maine every week?” 











“What are you getting at?” asked the missus. 








“I’m merely following the logic of the Times’, I answered. “If Texas hasn’t the right 
to oil within its historic coastal limits, then Maine hasn’t the right to its lobsters.” 





“‘There’s something fishy about this argument’”’, said the missus. 








“Okay’’, I said, “but there’s also something oily about the Times. And when I say 
‘oily’ I mean specious. All this stuff about the ‘reign of terror’ that it prints in its Sunday 
Magazine. I get mighty tired of hearing Bertrand Russell and Mr. Justice Douglas com- 
plaining that they can’t speak out when all they have to do is ask editor Lester Markel for 
the privilege of addressing a million American readers in the Sunday Magazine. Anyone 
can complain about the alleged Rightest ‘Reign of Terror’ in the Sunday Times. But do 
you think Lester Markel would take an article from someone who had been hit by the 
Leftist terror in the Thirties and the early Forties? Would he take an article from Morrie 
Ryskind or Adolph Menjou about the Stalinist terror in Hollywood? Seriously, I doubt it.” 


“J doubt it, too’’, said the missus. 

































the Freeman. 








John Chamberlain, daily book columnist for the New York Times, 1933-36, has until recently been an editor of 
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